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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 , 3-6, 9-13, 1 7-20, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Mori et al. (hereinafter Mori, U.S. Patent No. 5,040,142). 

In regard to independent Claim 1 (and similarly independent Claims 10, and 17), 
Mori teaches a process in which a person (101) who has created or drafted an 
electronic document (1 ) circulates the document (1 ) among two persons (1 02) and (103) 
who review and attest the document (1) (Col. 3, lines 53-65). The document creating 
person (101) send the document (1), to which the seal image (S1) of his own is affixed, 
to the first reviewing person (102) (Step 1 ), and the reviewing person (102) affixes his 
seal image (S2) to the document (1) to transmit the same to the reviewing person (103) 
(Step 2) Col. 3, lines 65-67; Col. 4, lines 1-3; compare with Claim 1 (and similarly 
Claims 10, and 17), "... a first state indicating that the at least one section of the 
electronic document is as approved by an approving user"). Thus (S2) indicates a 
document is approved by an approving user. Mori also teaches that when the second 
reviewing person (1 03) adds an amendment to the contents of the received document 
(1), the work station operated by the reviewing person (103) refuses any processing 
other than the addition of seal image data to the received document (1 ), eliminates the 
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seal images S1 and S2 from the received document (1), and outputs the resultant copy 
(1') of the document body to a display screen (Step 3). The reviewing person then 
amends the contents of the document copy (1') and adds his seal image (S3) thereto 
(Step 4) (Col. 4, lines 5-15; compare with Claim 1 (and similarly Claims 10, and 17), "... 
a second state indicating that modifications have been made to the at least one 
section of the electronic document as approved by said approving user"). Thus, 
the reviewer (S3) makes modifications to the document previously approved. The 
reviewer (S3) who made the modifications then puts his own seal of approval on the 
document (Col. 4, lines 13-14; compare with Claim 1 (and similarly Claims 10, and 17), 
"... a third state indicating that modifications have been made to the at least one 
section of the electronic document as approved by the approving user, but that a 
modifying user has taken responsibility for said modifications"). 

— : in-regard'to-dependent Claim 3 (and similarly_dependent-Claimsr1-1~andr1:8)— — : 
Mori teaches that once the document is modified, it must be re-circulated for re-approval 
by the creating person (101) and the first reviewing person (102) (Col. 4, lines 15-25; 
compare with Claim 3 (and similarly Claims 11, and 18), "... in said third state of the 
status identifier, the modifying user is different from the approving user"). 

In regard to dependent Claim 4, Mori teaches that the person who modified the 
document (103) then also approves of his changes by affixing his seal (S3) image (Col. 
4, lines 13-14; compare with Claim 4 (and similarly Claims 12, and 1 9), " - in said 
third state of the status identifier, the modifying user is the same as the 
approving user"). 
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In regard to dependent Claim 5, Mori teaches seal images, which are used by all 
reviewers and the creator of the document. The seal is registered in advance and 
contains a seal representing their document processing terminals, that can be replaced 
by an image of their signatures (Col. 3, lines 57-65; compare with Claim 5), "... the 
third state of the status identifier further indicates an identity of said modifying 
user"). 

In regard to dependent Claim 6 (and similarly dependent Claims 13, and 20), 
Mori teaches that the seal image data is added to the electronic document (Col. 3, lines 
65-67; compare with Claim 6 (and similarly Claims 13, and 20), "... said status 
identifier is integrated to said electronic document"). 

In regard to dependent Claim 9, Mori teaches multiple reviewers (101-103) (Col. 
3, lines 57-58; compare with Claim 9, "... each of said status identifiers being 
associated with a different-approving user"). .... - ... • - : 

In regard to independent Claim 23, Mori teaches three seal images (S1-S3) with 
three different people (101-103) creating and/or approving/modifying the document (Col. 
3, lines 57-67; Col. 4, lines 1-15; compare with Claim 23, "... a plurality of status 
identifiers for identifying an approval status of at least one section of said 
electronic document by a plurality of identifying users"). Mori also teaches a 
process in which a person (101) who has created or drafted an electronic document (1) 
circulates the document (1 ) among two persons (1 02) and (1 03) who review and attest 
the document (1) (Col. 3, lines 53-65). The document creating person (101) send the 
document (1 ), to which the seal image (S1 ) of his own is affixed, to the first reviewing 
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person (102) (Step 1), and the reviewing person (102) affixes his seal image (S2) to the 
document (1) to transmit the same to the reviewing person (103) (Step 2) Col. 3, lines 
65-67; Col. 4, lines 1-3; compare with Claim 23, "... a first state indicating that the at 
least one section of the electronic document is as approved by an approving 
user"). Thus (S2) indicates a document is approved by an approving user. Mori also 
teaches that when the second reviewing person (103) adds an amendment to the 
contents of the received document (1 ), the work station operated by the reviewing 
person (103) refuses any processing other than the addition of seal image data to the 
received document (1), eliminates the seal images S1 and S2 from the received 
document (1 ), and outputs the resultant copy (1 ') of the document body to a display 
screen (Step 3). The reviewing person then amends the contents of the document copy 
(1') and adds his seal image (S3) thereto (Step 4) (Col. 4, lines 5-15; compare with 
Claim 23, .. a second state indicating that modifications have been made to the r-n 
at least one section of the electronic document as approved by the approving 
user"). Thus/the reviewer (S3) makes modifications to the document previously 
approved. Mori also teaches that the reviewer (S3) who made the modifications then 
puts his own seal of approval on the document (Col. 4, lines 1 3-14; compare with Claim 
23, "... the improvement wherein each of said status identifiers has a third state 
indicating that modifications have been made to the at least one section of the 
electronic document as approved by the approving user but that a modifying user 
has taken responsibility for said modifications"). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 7-8, 14-15, 21-22, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mori. 

In regard to dependent Claim 2 (and similarly dependent Claims 14, and 21), 
Mori fails to teach said status identifier has a fourth state indicating that it is unknown if 
the at least one section of the electronic document is as approved by the approving 
user. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to assume that the mere lack of an approval seal on the document would 
have indicated and unknown state, telling one that the document had not yet been 
reviewed. 

In regard to dependent Claim 7 (and similarly dependent Claims 15, and 22), 
Mori teaches a document created by a document creating person (Col. 3, lines 57-59; 
compare with Claim 7 (and similarly Claims 1 5, and 22), "... said at least one section 
of the electronic document includes the entire electronic document"). Mori does 
not specifically state that the document is an entire document, or part of a larger 
document. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of invention to assume that the term document could have applied to either state 
described, providing the benefit of using a common language definition to refer to an 
electronic work of text. 

In regard to dependent Claim 8, Mori teaches multiple status identifiers (S1-S3) 
(see Fig. 1 ). In addition, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to assume that the document as taught by Mori could be in multiple 
sections, or one large single document (see arguments for Claims 7, 15, and 22 above; 
compare with Claim 8, "... each of said status identifiers being associated with a 
different section of said electronic document"). 

In regard to independent Claim 24, Mori teaches status identifiers (S1-S3) (Fig. 
1 ; compare with Claim 24, "... a status identifier for identifying an approval status 
of at least one section of said electronic document, said status identifier having"). 
Mori also teaches, a process in which a person (101 ) who has created or drafted an 
electronic document (1) circulates the document (1) among two persons (102) and (103) 
who review and attest the document (1 ) (Col. 3, lines 53-65). The document creating 
person (101) send the document (1), to which the seal image (S1) of his own is affixed, 
to the first reviewing person (102) (Step 1), and the reviewing person (102) affixes his 
seal image (S2) to the document (1 ) to transmit the same to the reviewing person (103) 
(Step 2) Col. 3, lines 65-67; Col. 4, lines 1-3; compare with Claim 24, "... a first state 
indicating that the at least one section of the electronic document is as approved 
by an approving user"). Thus (S2) indicates a document is approved by an approving 
user. Mori also teaches that when the second reviewing person (103) adds an 
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amendment to the contents of the received document (1), the work station operated by 
the reviewing person (103) refuses any processing other than the addition of seal image 
data to the received document (1), eliminates the seal images S1 and S2 from the 
received document (1), and outputs the resultant copy (1') of the document body to a 
display screen (Step 3). The reviewing person then amends the contents of the 
document copy (1') and adds his seal image (S3) thereto (Step 4) (Col. 4, lines 5-15; 
compare with Claim 24, "... a second state indicating that modifications have been 
made to the at least one section of the electronic document as approved by said 
approving user"). Mori fails to teach that the improvement wherein said status 
identifier has a third state indicating that it is unknown if the at least one section of the 
electronic document is as approved by the approving user. However, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to assume that the 
mere lack of an approval seal on the document would have indicated and unknown 
state, telling one that the document had not yet been reviewed. 



Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mori in 
view of Kumomura (U.S. Patent No. 5,850,219). 

In regard to independent Claim 16, Mori teaches a process in which a person 
(101 ) who has created or drafted an electronic document (1 ) circulates the document (1 ) 
among two persons (102) and (103) who review and attest the document (1 ) (Col. 3, 
lines 53-65). The document creating person (101) send the document (1 ), to which the 
seal image (S1) of his own is affixed, to the first reviewing person (102) (Step 1 ), and 
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the reviewing person (102) affixes his seal image (S2) to the document (1 ) to transmit 
the same to the reviewing person (103) (Step 2) Col. 3, lines 65-67; Col. 4, lines 1-3; 
compare with Claim 16, "... a first state indicating that the at least one section of 
the electronic document is as approved by an approving user"). Thus (S2) 
indicates a document is approved by an approving user. Mori also teaches that when 
the second reviewing person (103) adds an amendment to the contents of the received 
document (1), the work station operated by the reviewing person (103) refuses any 
processing other than the addition of seal image data to the received document (1 ), 
eliminates the seal images S1 and S2 from the received document (1 ), and outputs the 
resultant copy (1 ') of the document body to a display screen (Step 3). The reviewing 
person then amends the contents of the document copy (V) and adds his seal image 
(S3) thereto (Step 4) (Col. 4, lines 5-15; compare with Claim 16, "... a second state 
indicating that modifications have been made to the at least one section of the 
electronic document as approved by said approving i/ser"). Mori fails to teach a 
third state indicating that it is unknown if the at least one section of the electronic 
document is as approved by the approving user. However, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to assume that a missing 
approval image would have indicated that approval had not been performed. Also, Mori 
fails to teach that said third state of the status identifier being used for storage of the 
electronic document. However, Kumomura teaches a step whereby an electronic mail 
document is approved and registered with an attached approval seal in an approval 
column (see Fig. 2). It is commonly known that electronic mail clients can save copies 



Application/Control Number: 09/899,731 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2176 

of forwarded email. In this case, once the approval is made and the email is registered, 
it is either returned to its sender, or forwarded to the next sender. It would have 
therefore been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the teachings of Mori and Kumomura because both deal with the approval of 
documents. The benefit of Kumomura would have been to store the current state of a 
document to enable future comparison with newer versions. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James H Blackwell whose telephone number is 703- 
305-0940. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H Feild can be reached on 703-305-9792. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

James H. Blackwell . 



09/02/04 




